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The study outlined here is a continuation of the one reported in the previous ar-
ticle. The material is a part of the MA in TESL/TEFL dissertation submitted to the 
University of Birmingham by the writer, and received a distinction. The study in the 
dissertation was an attempt to examine the role of a teacher’s attention in mixed-
sex EFL classroom of Japanese learners. Methodologically, Sinclair and Coulthard’s 
analytical categories were adapted to design a general framework. The framework 
was then employed to code transcribed classroom data of certain lessons into de-
signed categories. This article and the one before are speciﬁcally written in parts for 
the graduate students of ELT who would be interested to know the process of writing 
a master graduate dissertation. The present study aims to focus on the data collection 
procedure and the details of its analysis.
1. Introduction
Among languages taught in Japanese institutions, from elementary schools 
through universities, English is the only one that has been given prime importance. 
Similar is case with adults learners outside regular institutions and in taking standard 
exams like TOEFL (for studying abroad) and TOEIC (for competing in business 
enterprises). Among learners it is widely known that Japanese females seem to be 
better learners of English and in larger numbers than those of males. However, as re-
gards teacher’s attention in science and non-foreign language classrooms, literature 
informs that males get more attention than those of the females which initiates the 
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issue of equality in gender education. The issue is more important for foreign lan-
guage classrooms especially in the EFL (English as a Foreign Language) classrooms 
where the overall number of females exceed males. Even more crucial is the issue in 
classrooms of Japanese learners for the reasons outlined above.
 Based on the brief highlights as above, and a detailed argument as reported pre-
viously by Farooq (2009) lead to the general objectives as to examine the role of a 
teacher’s attention in mixed-sex classrooms of EFL Japanese learners in the forms 
of his questions, wait-time for the learners’ responses and his feedback on the re-
sponses.
The present study offers a detailed discussion of the following topics: Preliminary 
investigation; Choosing a research site; Subjects: The teacher and The students; Ob-
serving and audio-recording 3 lessons; Transcribing the data; Data Analysis; Ratio-
nale for employing Sinclair-Coulthard’s model; Background and applicability of the 
model; Developing an analytical framework for coding the categories; Coding the 
adapted categories; Teacher’s initiating moves; Teacher’s questions and feedback; 
students’ responding moves; and lastly Calculating ﬁnal results as research ﬁndings. 
For the Appendices, additional results, and other information see Farooq (2000).
2. Background
A detailed account of the literature has been presented in the previous article (Fa-
rooq 2009) relating to teacher’s attention in classroom attractions as regards (i) non-
EFL/ESL classrooms, (ii) ESL classrooms, and (iiii) EFL classrooms leading to the 
gaps and recommendations from the literature review. This further lead to speciﬁc 
research questions The preceding review and related arguments lead to the follow-
ing general overarching question: [I] Will a male teacher’s attention to 15-year old 
male and female learners in an EFL Japanese high school classroom differ? Kelly 
(1988: 1) points out that if boys really do get more attention than girls in school this 
is clearly an important ﬁnding, the implications of which should be carefully con-
sidered by all concerned teachers. This suggests an implications question as follows: 
[II] Will the teacher’s attention to 15-year old male and female learners in an EFL 
Japanese high school classroom provide equal learning opportunities for the male 
and the female learners? In the light of the ﬁndings reported by Sunderland (1996) 
concerning teacher-student interaction in German lessons (Appendix IA) along with 
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gaps in the ﬁndings, this report aims to explore four overarching and related speciﬁc 
questions (see Appendix IB) to see whether the same patterns would also be ob-
served in the present study. In order to respond to the above general and implications 
questions, the four individual overarching questions focus on (i) the teacher’s aca-
demic and non-academic moves directed to boy and girl students, languages used in 
the moves, and display and referential questions, (ii) the teacher’s wait-time allowed 
in the questions; (iii) the students’ responses; and (iv) the teacher’s affective and 
cognitive feedback. The concepts and deﬁnitions employed in the questions relate to 
Sinclair and Coulthard’s analytical categories (see chapter 4).
3.0 Data Collection
An important element in reporting any type of research is to include informa-
tion about the reliability and validity of the procedure used to collect the data, 
so that another researcher attempting to replicate the research is able to do so. 
For this reason it is especially important in reporting results from qualitative 
research to include descriptions of the process of conducting the research, the 
different procedures used to collect the data, the research site, the exact condi-
tions prevailing during data collection, and the validation.
3.1 Preliminary investigation
One of the most difﬁcult and time consuming steps was to ﬁnd a suitable research 
site, that is a classroom with equal number of boy and girl students. Several possible 
sites were explored such as a 4-year university or a high school classroom. Most of 
the university classes had unequal number of boy and girl students with girls as 70% 
and boys as 30%. In the case of high schools, although the number of boys and girls 
was almost the same, it was extremely difﬁcult to get permission from the school 
administration to observe a class regularly each week. Another difﬁculty arose in 
ﬁnding a male teacher who was willing to have his class observed and who was also 
interested in this kind of research in order to obtain his co-operation. Still another 
difﬁculty was to manage my own schedule and spare time to physically go, and ob-
serve a class each week.
Apart from these difficulties, I was not much familiar with the process of 
classroom observation. Therefore, as a preliminary step, two university classes of 
90-minute long to which I had access (Okugawa 1993: 235, NUFS) were observed 
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to become familiar with the process of tape recording and subsequently transcribing 
certain parts of classroom events.
3.2 Choosing a research site: Toho high school
Through a friend, a female English teacher from Australia Lynn Shanahan, who 
had previously worked for a high school, a research site was found Toho high school, 
close to my junior college, and located in the center of Nagoya city. It had a num-
ber of English-related courses with a number of classes in each course, including 
International Course, General Course, and International Exchange Course. Classes 
with Japanese students in both International and General courses comprised boys 
and girls although the number of boys and girls in each class was not the same, with 
more girls and fewer boys. On Lynn’s introduction, the school’s principal allowed 
me to observe seven lessons of an English class provided the ‘homeroom’ teacher 
and the English teacher of the class agreed.
3.2.1 Subjects: The teacher
Lynn also introduced an English teacher named Ronald Singleterry in Toho high 
school. Ronald, a male North American, was a full-time teacher at the school, and 
therefore had regular access to the students. He began working at the school in 
April 1999 and was assigned to teach 24 classes per week including classes of the 
ﬁrst grade (students aged 16 years old) through third grade (aged 18 years) in the 
International, General, and International Exchange courses. Ronald had two masters 
degrees in English literature from the US, expressed interest in the research regard-
ing teacher’s attention in a mixed-sex EFL classroom, and was willing to have his 
lessons observed. On Ronald’s recommendation, I decided to observe one first-
grade class of almost equal numbers of boy and girl students on seven occasions. In 
a personal meeting with the head of the English department and homeroom teacher, 
both Japanese teachers discussed the objectives of my classroom data, and I was of-
ﬁcially given permission to observe and audio-record the lessons for the purpose of 
research.
3.2.2 Subjects: The students
The subjects for this study were 21 boy and girl students (11 boys and 10 girls) in 
a ﬁrst-grade general conversational English course. The class meeting, of 50 minutes 
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per week, was the second half of a one-year required course. All students were Japa-
nese nationals, 16 years old, and had had at least 3 years of English learning experi-
ence at junior high school in Japan (see, Miura 1997: 3, and O’Sullivan 1994: 105) 
prior to the present school. No preliminary test was conducted to evaluate students’ 
proﬁciency level. However, I observed that the students’ English ability was lower 
basic, lower than survival level in that they could barely understand, ask or respond 
to any question without assistance from the teacher (ibid: 107-108). Moreover, the 
class was comprised of mixed proﬁciency and the majority was poor at spoken Eng-
lish.
3.3 Observing and audio-recording 3 lessons
The current study did not aim to adopt a real-time coding scheme such as IN-
TERSECT as was used in the study by Yepez (1994). Although such schemes can be 
useful for collecting a large amount of data, they may lead to questionable reliability 
of data since real-time coding is unlikely to permit multiple codings. There are other 
problems, too, discussed in the literature review (see chapter 2). According to Nunan 
(1989: 81) “in many schemes, the actual language used in the interaction is lost.” 
Additionally,
They [schemes] can also serve to blind us to aspects of interaction and dis-
course which are not captured by the scheme, and which may be important to 
our understanding of the classroom or classrooms we are investigating (Nunan 
1993: 98).
An alternative is to get such information from the textual analysis of the transcript 
obtained from a recorded classroom interaction (Nunan 1989: 88). This kind of 
ethnographic record, although it may be a time-consuming and laborious task, has 
several advantages. The recorded data can be utilized to validate and verify the ﬁnd-
ings, for reliability purposes, either by independent reviewer/s or by the researcher 
him/herself (Seliger and Shohamy 1995: 205). It can be tested against other observa-
tional schemes, and, for an unskilled researcher trying to come to grips with clarify-
ing unfamiliar concepts in a systematic way, help guide the process of the research.
I initially planned to observe and audio-tape seven lessons, each of 50 minutes 
long. However, three recordings had to be discarded because of unexpected difﬁcul-
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ties. On one occasion, I forgot to turn on the tape recorders, and on another the Toho 
school had to change the date and the time of the class for administrative reasons. 
On a third occasion, the class began and therefore finished earlier than regularly 
scheduled.
The students were seated in a traditionally teacher-centered classroom setting: 
each student with a movable desk and chair facing the teacher and the blackboard. 
Most of the girl and boy students were seated together in groups: boys with boys 
and girls with girls, where the boys were seated front of the classroom and the girls 
either in the center or back of the classroom. A small portable Digital Pulse Control 
(DPL) tape recorder, specifically designed for recording voices, was placed near 
the teacher’s desk in order to obtain natural data. However, during the lesson when 
teacher moved away from his desk to check students’ notebooks and their written 
works, he carried the tape recorder with him. Another portable tape recorder was 
placed near my desk. On the teacher’s advice I was seated in the back to have a wide 
view of the classroom and to take notes.
In order to gain the students’ cooperation both my introduction and the clariﬁca-
tion of the objectives of observational data were done by the teacher at the beginning 
of the first lesson and remarks of thanks at the last lesson. One general problem 
was encountered during the observations that might have affected the data. In all the 
observed lessons, some voices̶particularly those of students farthest from the tape 
recorder̶were not recorded audibly on the tape cassette.
3.4 Transcribing the data
After recording the ﬁrst lesson, I soon transcribed the entire lesson to see whether 
the voices were clear and whether any modiﬁcation in terms of recording was re-
quired. This resulted in making the teacher aware to have students speak louder or 
on the part of the teacher to bring the tape recorder as near the student as possible. 
The transcription was also divided into the utterances spoken by the Teacher, Boys, 
and Girls. In order to conﬁrm with the teacher that the utterances were correct, the 
transcription and the recording was handed to and reviewed by the teacher before 
the second lesson was recorded. The transcription was then reviewed by a third per-
son̶a Japanese female EFL teacher. The teacher, Mitsuko Ito (my spouse), who has 
a BA in English literature from a Japanese university along with a TOEFL score of 
623, was chosen because of her experience in teaching at Japanese junior and senior 
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high schools, and because she could help capturing utterances spoken in Japanese 
and English and Japanese.
With the agreement of three people and primarily by Ronald, the transcription of 
utterances spoken by the teacher, boys and girls was ﬁnalized. The same procedure 
was adopted for the rest of the lessons’ transcriptions. In this study, time did not 
permit me to utilize more than three lessons’ transcriptions recorded respectively on 
10 October (Monday 13:20-14:10), 12 and 19 November (Friday 9:50-10:40). They 
were reviewed by three teachers, including myself, prior to their analysis, that is 
coding of the transcripts with regard to the research questions (Appendix IB), dis-
cussed in the next chapter.
4.0 Data Analysis
4.1 Rationale for employing Sinclair-Coulthard’s model
Transcribed data in terms of the utterances spoken by the teacher (T), boy (B) and 
girl (G) students from the previous section was obtained in the form below.
Example 1
T: Nice hair cut
B: Hun
T: You got the hair cut, un
B: hai [yes]
T: You got a hair cut un. You got hair cut ne [isn’t it], kakkuii [you look smart].
The next step was to analyze the utterances, that is to decide the type of utterances 
that were directed to individual students, the responses of the students to them, and 
the feedback on the responses by the teacher in order to get the information re-
quired for the speciﬁc research questions (Appendix IB). Literature regarding ESL/
EFL classroom research offers two ways to perform this step: to choose an existing 
scheme and ﬁt the transcribed data in its analytical categories or develop categories 
independently without using an established analytical framework (Allwright and 
Bailey 1999: 35, Seliger and Shohamy 1995: 205). However, it is my understanding 
(based on working on a similar type of transcript analysis of EFL classroom interac-
tions between a teacher and Japanese female learners without employing an analyti-
cal scheme̶see Farooq, 1998) that if a guiding scheme is available, it will not only 
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be much easier to arrive at categories with conﬁdence, it will also be possible to 
develop a general framework that can be utilized by the writer or other researchers 
for future studies. For instance, in example 1, above, how can one respond to the 
following questions? (1) In which utterances is the teacher asking questions, making 
statements, providing feedback or responding to a question? (2) In which utterances 
are the students asking questions or responding to a question?
In order to answer these questions, and based on my previous research experi-
ence relating to natural conversation (Farooq 1998), and textbook dialogues (Farooq 
1999-a), the decision was made to adopt (and if necessary modify) the Sinclair and 
Coulthard model to code the transcribed data and decide the categories required 
in the research questions. As regards classroom research and use of one’s personal 
research experience, Allwright and Bailey (1999: 74) observe as follows:
As researchers, we need to be aware that our previous training, experience, 
and attitudes all contribute to the way we view the events we observe. This 
awareness is especially important to keep in mind in doing classroom research, 
because virtually all researchers have themselves been learners, and most have 
also been teachers.
There are several other crucial reasons as well. Firstly, the categories of the Sin-
clair-Coulthard model closely match the information desired in the research ques-
tions of the current study, a necessary condition in selecting a guiding scheme (see 
Nunan 1993: 96-97). Secondly, the model and its adaptation has been widely and 
successfully used within and outside ESL/EFL classrooms establishing the reliability 
and applicability of the model (see discussion below). Thirdly, as can be seen in 
the relevant literature below, the model has not been motivated as regards teacher’s 
interactions with male and female learners in an EFL/ESL classroom, particularly 
for EFL classrooms of Japanese learners. Finally, and perhaps more importantly, the 
literature also suggests that such an analysis may be useful, as indicated by Sunder-
land (1996: 96-97):
My actual ‘moves’ and ‘acts’ do not...correspond neatly to the moves and acts 
identiﬁed in the Coulthard classiﬁcation; my terminology is different. This was 
in fact my original intention, and remained so. In any future work, analysing 
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this data as exchanges and transactions however remains a possibility: this ini-
tial focus on what can be seen as moves and acts will provide a useful starting 
point.
4.2 Background and applicability of the model
Based on Halliday’s rank scale description of grammar (Brazil 1995: 29), Sinclair 
et al. (1972) and Sinclair and Coulthard (1975) designed and later revised (Sinclair 
and Coulthard 1995) a model for analyzing classroom discourse. The rank scale in 
the model consists of transaction, exchange, move and act where these discourse 
units relate to one another ‘in a hierarchical relationship’. In the model, a transaction 
is comprised of a series of exchanges classiﬁed as Boundary and Teaching. Exchang-
es consist of moves, which in turn are made of act (s). Moves are classiﬁed as Fram-
ing and Focusing in the Boundary exchange; and Opening, Answering and Follow-
up in the Teaching exchange along with classes of act in each move (see Sinclair and 
Coulthard 1995: 7-8; and 18-21). The structure of a typical Teaching exchange in 
terms of its elements Initiation (I), Response (R), and Feedback (F) takes the form I 
R (F) with elements uniquely realize by the moves, where the element in parentheses 
is optional.
Subsequent versions (Coulthard and Brazil 1981, 1995, and Sinclair 1995), 
however, propose (i) new labeling for the moves as eliciting, informing, and ac-
knowledging; and (ii) taking into consideration the intonational concept of key (see 
Brazil 1997: 46-66) for making a decision on the last part of an exchange (i.e. R 
and/or F) and on adding an element R/I, they extended the exchange structure to I 
(R/I) R (F), where the I and the R are each realized by two moves, and the F by a 
single move (Coulthard and Brazil 1995: 72-73). Both the original and the revised 
models have been successfully used as a descriptive system for spoken discourse in 
language teaching classrooms by J. Willis (1995); D. Willis (1995); Hewings (1995); 
Chaudron (1977); Tsui (1985); and more recently by Cheetham (1998). Additionally, 
“A generalized and fairly comprehensive descriptive framework was prepared by 
Amy Tsui” (1986, cited in Sinclair 1995: 80).
On the other hand, adapting the model, attempts have also been made to describe 
data in which discourse is not predictably controlled as by a teacher in a classroom. 
Stubbs (1981), employing a single 9-act interchange (consisting of 4 exchanges), 
focused on a telephone conversation. Burton (1978) provided a general exchange 
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structure applicable to casual conversation. Ventola (1987), on the other hand, fo-
cused on ethnographic analysis of service encounters. Francis and Hunston (1995) 
reﬁned the original model of Sinclair and Coulthard analyzing a complete naturally 
occurring telephone conversation between two speakers.
4.3  Developing an analytical framework for coding the categories
Based on Sinclair and Coulthard’s original (1995) and refined (Coulthard and 
Brazil 1995) hierarchical ‘lesson-transaction-exchange-move-act’ system, Figures 
4.3.1-4.3.5 below and Appendix IC, present a diagrammatic representation of a 
framework developed to code various categories of the transcribed data of the cur-
rent study by merely dividing moves at slots I, R and F in terms of individual boy 
and girl students referring to a teacher’s move by the letters B (Boy) and G (Girl) 
at the end (e.g. eliciting-B/G or acknowledging-B/G), and responding moves by the 
same letters at the beginning (e.g. B/Ginforming).
Additionally, in the adapted acts (Sinclair and Coulthard 1995: 19-21) summa-
rized in Appendix IC for convenience and reference during the analysis, the ‘reply’ 
is considered as a part of ‘informative’ as was suggested in the reﬁned version of the 
model by Coutlhard and Brazil (1995: 72):
Part of the earlier difﬁculty in analysing classroom exchanges derived from the 
fact that pupil informs (opening moves with an informative as head) and pupil 
replies (answering moves with a reply as head) both tended to be followed by 
the same kind of item, a move with evaluation as head.
Furthermore, following the terminology in the Francis and Hunston (1995: 127) 
model regarding ‘directing (I)/behaving (R)’ moves, a responding move realized by 
the act ‘rea’ was named as a ‘reacting’ move (Figure 4.3.4).
4.4 Coding the adapted categories
Employing the deﬁnition given in Figures 4.3.1-4.3.5, along with the ones given 
in Appendix IC, three 50-minute lessons’ transcriptions were coded (see Appendix 
II, III, and IV). Because of space limitations, attempts have been made to include all 
relevant details of the analysis in the Appendices. The following section will focus 
on the general procedure of how the analysis was made by referring mainly to the 
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Figure 4.3.1:  An adaptation of Sinclair and Coulthard’s hierarchical ‘lesson-
transaction-exchange-move-act’ system: Types of exchanges, and their 
general internal structure e.s2: I (R/I) R (F) in terms of moves between 
a Teacher (T) and a boy student (B), and a girl student (G)
Appendices and quoting some examples from them.
The ﬁrst step was to decide boundary moves from the acts that realize them lead-
ing to boundary exchanges and therefore the boundaries of transactions (for instance 
see Appendix II: lines 058-059). This led to a focus on the teacher’s exchanges (in 
practice, analysis in the order of free and bound exchanges was done) with indi-
vidual boy and girl students, of the type I R and I R F. To arrive at an exchange, 
theoretically one needs in the ﬁrst place to decide the structure of a move (es1) at 
each slot I, R and F. However, in practice I realized that it was convenient to divide 
the whole transcript into exchanges from a general understanding of the utterances 
and their relations to each other in the ﬁrst place as a tentative analysis, and then 
move to the lower level of ‘moves’ and ‘acts’ for a detailed analysis and modify 
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Figure 4.3.3:  An adaptation of Sinclair and Coulthard’s hierarchical ‘lesson-transac-
tion-exchange-move-act’ system: Teacher’s Initiating moves and their 
internal structures (es1) in terms of acts (see Appendix IC)
Figure 4.3.2:  An adaptation of Sinclair and Coulthard’s hierarchical ‘lesson-trans-
action-exchange-move-act’ system: Framing (Fr) and focusing (Fo) 
moves and their internal structures (es1) in terms of acts (see Appen-
dix IC)
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Figure 4.3.5:  An adaptation of Sinclair and Coulthard’s hierarchical ‘lesson-trans-
action-exchange-move-act’ system: Teacher’s Follow-up move and its 
internal structure (es1) in terms of acts (see Appendix IC)
Figure 4.3.4:  An adaptation of Sinclair and Coulthard’s hierarchical ‘lesson-transac-
tion-exchange-move-act’ system: Boys and Girl’s Responding moves 
and their internal structures (es1) in terms of acts (see Appendix IC).
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the exchanges gradually in terms of the type and structure of moves at I, R and F̶
which is the focus of the next section.
4.4.1 Teacher’s initiating moves
In each exchange, the teacher’s move at I directed to an individual boy or girl 
student was categorised as eliciting, informing, or directing, according to how it was 
realized by its head act (see Figure 4.3.3). Each move was also seen as academic 
(AC) or non-academic (NA) adopting the deﬁnitions found in the relevant literature. 
Sunderland (1996: 169) deﬁned the terms teacher academic and non-academic so-
licit as follows:
An academic teacher solicit was concerned with academic content of the 
lesson..., e.g. asking a student to write something, directing her or him to a 
particular language item. A non-academic teacher solicit included all other pos-
sible teacher directives, including asking how/where students were, directives 
concerning classroom organization...
The current study adopted these deﬁnitions, but regarded the solicits in terms of 
a teacher AC and NA move where the moves refer to the deﬁnition given in Figures 
4.3.2-4.3.5. Following is an example of an eliciting academic move directed to a boy 
student.
Example 2 (Appendix II)
line of moves (e.s2) act e.s1 move’s types
097 T(I): Ah, what time is it el h eliciting-B, ACB
now
Makoto? na sel
Because of the difﬁculty in deciding an AC or NA move, any move which was not 
clearly concerned with the contents of the lesson or with its procedure was regarded 
as NA, for instance, the informing-G move in line 197 Appendix II. Here the teacher 
in the context of the lesson is simply providing information to a girl student, and it 
does not seem to relate either to the content or the procedure of the lesson.
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4.4.2 Teacher’s questions and feedback
Eliciting moves realized by the act ‘check (ch)’ and ‘elicitation (el)’ (Figure 4.3.3, 
and Appendix IC: lines 03, 04) were considered receptively as closed (CQ) and open 
questions (OQ) and they were in turn regarded as ‘yes/no’ and ‘wh (e.g. where, 
when)’ questions. In contrast to the CQ and OQ, which are easily recognized from 
their linguistic and intonational forms, display (DQ) and referential questions (RQ) 
created coding difﬁculties since the model did not explicitly include any category to 
code the questions. In this regard Berry (1981: 126) provides the concept of a pri-
mary knower (K1) and a secondary knower (K2). In Berry’s description a true ques-
tion will be asked by a K2 (i.e. referential) in order to elicit information, and by a K1 
(i.e. display) to withhold information. However, in looking at the role of the teacher 
in his questions, in several cases it was difﬁcult to distinguish the role as a K1 or K2. 
For instance, in example 3 below, the role as K1 is evident, but in example 4, it is 
difﬁcult to decide whether it is K1 or K2.
Example 3 (Appendix II)
098 T(Ib): What time is it?
099 B(R): It’s one thirty thirty
100 T(F): It’s one thirty, yes it is
Example 4 (Appendix III)
010 T(I): He is absent, right? Mikinoi
011 B(R): Vacation
012 T(F): Vacation? He is on vacation. I see, ah.
Analysis of the teacher’s questions as DQ and RQ in this study was crucial since 
they further related to the teacher’s follow-up moves in terms of their internal struc-
ture as outlined below. In deciding the structures of the teacher’s follow-up moves, 
certain difﬁculties were encountered. The ﬁrst one can be seen in examples 3 and 4 
above. In line 100, the act ‘It’s one thirty’ is the repetition of B’s response and can 
be regarded as ‘accept’ (= pre-head act), and ‘yes it is’ as ‘evaluation’ (= head act) 
according to the deﬁnitions of accept and evaluation (Appendix IC: 15, 16). For oth-
er examples see Appendix II: 188, Appendix III: 175, Appendix IV: 129. However, 
in example 4, although ‘Vacation?’ which is the repetition of the student’s response 
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can be regarded as ‘accept’, ‘I see, ah’ does not seem to evaluate the quality of the 
student’s response in the same way as that in the example 3. For other examples see 
Appendix II: 051, Appendix III: 357, Appendix IV: 150.
As regard to the K1 and K2 concept, and their relation to the head act of a follow-
up move, D. Willis (1995: 117-118) reported as follows:
If at the rank of act we have an evaluate as head then the exchange has a DK1 
initiation as in:
Father: What time did you get in last night?
Son: Eleven o’ clock.
Father: Yes.
If on the other hand, we have an acknowledge as head then we have a K2 initia-
tion, as in:
A: What’s that you’ve got?
B: A pair of scissors.
A: Oh.
There is, then, no need to distinguish initially between K2 and DK1 [i.e. DK1 
is a move in which the questioner deﬁnes knowledge to which he as K1 has 
access, p. 114]. The nature of the exchange is revealed later by the head of the 
Follow-up move....I am, therefore, proposing...1 acknowledge should be accept-
able as the head of a Follow-up move in an eliciting exchange.
Employing the analysis proposed by Willis, the teacher’s display and referential 
questions were coded by examining the ‘F’ part of the I R F eliciting exchanges. If 
the head of an ‘F’ had an ‘evaluation’, the question at I slot was coded as a display 
question (example 3), and if it had an ‘acknowledge’, it was regarded as referential 
(example 4). For an eliciting I R exchange in which the question at I slot was real-
ized by the act ‘check’ (Appendix II: exchange 57), it was regarded as a referential 
question following the comments made by Sinclair and Coulthard (1995: 28) as fol-
lows:
a checking move...could be regarded as a subcategory of elicit, except that feed-
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back is not essential, because these are real questions to which the teacher does 
not know the answer.
On the other hand, a question, in an eliciting I R exchange realized by the act 
‘elicitation’, was seen as display or referential according to how it appeared in the 
context. For instance, the question ‘What is another way to say to say one thirty or 
nani [what?]?’ appears to be a display question, since the teacher in the ‘F’ move is 
evaluating the student’s response (Appendix II: 104-111).
The second difﬁculty was to make a distinction between the teacher’s initiating 
and follow-up moves when they apparently appeared in isolation, for instance in the 
example below.
Example 5 (Appendix II)
084 T: Very nice, very good Aya. Thank you, very (stress) good, perfect.
Such instances were regarded as teacher’s follow-up moves from the context (also 
see Richards et al. 1993). Here the teacher gave instructions through his focusing 
move as
Example 6 (Appendix II)
059 T(I): Please open your notebooks, so I want to see your notebooks,
and the move (084) followed after a verbal response from a student (showing the 
notebook). For other examples see Appendix II: 133, Appendix III: 116, Appendix 
IV: 052.
Finally after arriving at the follow-up moves, the next step was to look further at 
the follow-up moves and decide two elements of teacher’s feedback: affective and 
cognitive directed to boy and girl students adopting the deﬁnitions found in the lit-
erature. According to the model reported by Vigel and Oller (1976, cited in Brown 
1994: 28, 262), affective feedback (AF) is the extent to which we value or encourage 
a student’s attempt to communicate; while cognitive feedback (CF) is the extent to 
which we indicate an understanding of the “message” itself. Chaudron (1993: 132- 
134) provides a further classiﬁcation of AF and CF: AF as positive (+AF), neutral 
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(NAF), and negative (-AF); whereas CF was classiﬁed as positive (+CF), or negative 
(-CF). The functions of the +AF and the -AF are reported respectively as strengthen-
ing and weakening of a student behavior (response), whereas the functions of the 
+CF and the -CF are assumed to provide positive and negative information regarding 
the target language forms. Following are some examples from the data and a brief 
analysis of how AF and CF elements were coded.
Example 7 (Appendix II)
084 T(F): Very nice, very good Aya. Thank you, very (stress) good, perfect.
Example 8 (Appendix II)
051 T(F): Hello?
Example 9 (Appendix III)
136 T(F):  Un Makoto, Makoto you going to fail my class, ah Goto sorry, you going 
to fail my class, you know
Example 10 (Appendix II)
111 T(F): Half past..Half past one, perfect. Very good. Thank you. Very good.
Example 11 (Appendix III)
239 T(F):  Un, it’s very good, very good, very close, almost. It, it is a place, it is a 
place, but sorry.
In examples 7 and 9, the teacher seemed to provide +AF and -AF respectively as 
is evident in the directed language: strengthening the student behavior by encour-
aging or praising using words such as ‘nice’, ‘good’, ‘perfect’; and weakening the 
student behavior with words ‘fail’, ‘you know’. In example 8, the teacher gives a 
light warning in a polite manner through the word ‘Hello?’ since the voice of the 
girl was not loud enough to be recognized and is decided an instance of NAF. On 
the other hand, lines 111, and 239 are examples of +CF and -CF where the teacher 
is responding respectively on the correct and wrong answers of the students.
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4.4.3 Students’ responding moves
The last step was to code the students’ responding moves. Analysis of the moves 
was straightforward since only the head occurred in informing, reacting, acknowl-
edging, and Bound-initiation (Ib) moves as pointed out by Sinclair and Coulthard 
(1995: 23) such as follows:
Example 12 (Appendix II)
line of moves (e.s2) act e.s1 move’s types
075 B(R): My home i h B informing,
174 G(R): (NV) rea h G reacting,
165 B(R): Oh ack h B acknowl, and
002 B(Ib): Hun? L h B eliciting
4.5 Calculating final results as research findings
The purpose of employing the preceding procedure was to code the transcribed 
data of 3 (50-minute) lessons into Sinclair and Coulthard adapted categories sum-
marized diagramatically in Figures 4.3.1-4.3.5 and Appendix IC. Although it was a 
time consuming and laborious task to analyze each of 1077 moves as shown in the 
Appendices II-IV, the analyzed data provided me with an opportunity to determine 
what was required in the research questions (Appendix IB), add or delete any ques-
tions and look for ﬁndings other than the ones implied in the original questions.
The ﬁnal step was to transfer the analyzed data into tables as ﬁndings which will 
be described in the next chapter. The ﬁndings were total count of the codes desig-
nated for the categories in the Appendices II-IV (e.g. ACB: a code representing an 
academic move directed to a boy student). Codes were counted employing MsWord 
6.0 processor’s ‘Find’ command by typing a code and asking the word to locate 
places where it appeared and cross checking against regular counting of the codes. 
Totals were then used to calculate the mean of ‘average boy’(= Total/number of 
boys) and ‘average girl (= Total/number of girls). Furthermore, for simplicity, all the 
results were presented in whole numbers (by counting fractions of 0.5 and over as a 
whole number). Total number of boys and girls was regarded as 11 and 10 respec-
tively. In lesson 2 (Appendix III) one boy and one girl were absent. However, the 
absentees’ count was not taken into account on the assumption that the count would 
have a negligible effect on the combined results of the 3 lessons.
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Conclusion
The information outlined above was an attempt to describe a systematic procedure 
of collecting the data and its analysis. The information given here will be helpful 
for MA ELT graduate students who, otherwise, may find difficulties in writing a 
dissertation. Based on my personal experience, it was extremely hard for me to ﬁnd 
an article which explained the steps of writing a dissertation along with showing 
examples of an actual data. In this regard, the ‘Essay Bank’ of the University of 
Birmingham (see Farooq 2000) is one of the best places since it has a number of 
complete dissertations. The dissertations receiving a distinction on the Centre of 
English Language Studies (CELS) marks-scale, which seems to attain the 4
th
 or 5
th
 
level from top in the UK, is shown with an*. The next paper will focus on the analy-
sis of the results, their discussion, and directions of further studies.
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